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ABSTRACT' 4 

' The paper higftl^ghts economic and sodial problems 
that current population tfends in New York- Stafte, are likely to . 
create. , Ha jp^ features of population change in Hew York are:*(1) 
transition from steady growth -to near stability; (2) an end 4 ttf 
metropolitan growth statewide and 'the onset of decline in four of the 
state^ ten Standard Mettbjpolitan Statistical * Areas; (3) % ' • 
intensification of growth in selected' noametropolitan areas;* and* (4) 
wide variation in the rate of population change for different ,age 
groups. Chafoging'distribution of; age groups among New York' State's 
counties is examined *in light of fiscal^ and political accomodations 
, which will be required, tor -example, the decreasing number o\^ 
children of school age will affect school and college enrollments, + 
whereas the increasing^ number of elderly persons^ will require m \\ * 
additional 1 sopial, feervic§s.> Two widely held beliefs about -migration • 
gire examined, — one that low-income jaicfcants go to major urban ^centers * 
as welfare seekers*, and the' other that rural-urban migration 
transplants rural poverty to\an urban .setting. - Findings indicate that 
both beliefs are erroneous. It is c6 f ncluded that demoqraphic analysis 
has numerous specific applications at the state level and should be 
taken into' consideration by policy makers whether they formulate 
policy as problems come up, project tren&s into \he future and devise 
sodial mechanisms accordingly, or designate explicit future qoals and 
devise plans to achieve them. Charts, tafcles, 'and', maps are included j 
in the document. (Author/DB) . y 
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SUMMARY 



* * The population of New York State Is -in* transition Jtrom steady 

" 'growth to,ftear stability. This paper 'distills the basic information 
/on current population trends in^he st'ate a,nd highlights economic and \ 
K soctal problems^ that those trends are likely to create. . 
' r The major features-af population change in" New York are: (1*) an 
end to metropolitan growth' statewide ( and the onset of 'decline in four 
of the state's, ten Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, (2) a re- t 
' vival or intensification of growth in selected nonmetropol T itan« areas 
of .the state, and' (3) wide variations in the 4 - rate of population change, 
/Tor different age groups. These t^ree demographic shifts will produce . 
certain strains, sa*^ of "wftich can be gauged with precision while others ( 
can ohly be guessed at. ^ 

Changes in the distribution of population between metropolitan 
and nonmetropblitan sectors are likely to require new fiscal and polit- 

* ical accommodations at the local level . * There will be fewer children 
to be educated, fof example, but more elderly persons to fce served. 

The effects :of different rates of growth for different age^roups^ 
(which Reflect past f Juctuatiotis In fertility> can 'be projected ahead ' 
with some copfi.denG£. These projections give timely notice*of cir-A * 
cu^stances built into the population's structure that will affect schoQl 
and college eryrollments 2nd the demand for particular < kinds o.f dwelling 
units suited to^specific age groups. ■ *?he thangin^distribution of £he 

* elder ly % population" among New York State V courfftes is examined.in 4> 

detail. , % #• • 

- Two widely held beliefs. about migration are examined — one that 
low-income migrants'go to \places like New York City as welfare seekers,; 
the^other* tha,t rural-urban migration does nothing more c than transplant^ 
^ rural poverty ,to an urban setting. Both beliefs, according , to evince 
. fromjreyent re'search* are erroneous. * ^ * • 

State policy* could be limited to reacting; or it could strive to 
advance^brpad ^purposes; or set its sights ©n the 'specific goals of - 
some "master -planl" \ Whatever policy ^ Stance is chosen, adaptation 
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to Ney York State's fprthcotning .demographic -changes will entail diffi- 
cult' choices of emphasis between often conflicting objectives. *These" 
choices fare inherently j>olftjLcel because they distribute costs and ben- 
efits, unevenly among groups of people' and, jurisdictions.* 
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NEW YORK STATE'S TRANSITION TO STABILITY: 
• THE DEMOGRAPHIC OUTLOOK* \ • . 

„; - • . * . v • • 

Peter A. \ Morrison 
Th,e Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif,., 90406 



INTRODUCTION 



* P&per prepared for *a conference on "Planning for Change: The 
Case of New York* State* 11 at the State* University of New York at Bing- 
hamton, November 8-9, 197ft. v \ 

»I thank Donald B. -Pittenger # arrd Rand colleagues Anthony Pascal, 
Ira S.< Lpwry, Kevin McCarthy^ Judith P. Wheeler^ «and Will Harriss for 
helpfuX : comments . • This' paper drays on research supported by a grant 
from thB Economic* Development Administration . Views expressed in this 
paper are the author's' own, and ai*e not necessarily shared by. Rand or * 
its research sponsors. < . * ■ , 
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The population of 'New York State is in transition from steady 
growth to near stability. Following an 8.4 percent increas.e between 
,1960 and 1970,- New York's population edged upward in the first/year 
of the 1970s,' then drifted downward between 1971 and 1974 'an/ leveled 
off^by 1975. In four of* the "state's ten Standard Metropolitan Statis- 
tical Areas (SMSAs) , however, the pattern of no v growth seems well es- 
. tablished. 

The end to -metropolitan growth in the state xeHects, in addition' 
to the overall slowdown in growth statewide, a change in the distri- 
bution of papulation between metropolitan arid nonmetropolitan sectors" 
within the state — a trend also evident throughout the country*. Although 

New -York* s major metropolitan centers have ceased growing, its non- m 

' p * 
metropolitan areas have registered^population increase and, in some "N^ 

L irist»ances, dramatic growth, reversing a past trend, o"f decline. 

A p'rimary consequence of these changing population trends is that 
* many localities will have to make new fiscal and political^ accommoda- 
tions to deal with the different demands imposed by a nongrovlrtg popu- 
lation >or by a suddenly growing one. *In newly stable areas., old ways , * 
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• \ v • ' ' 

- ctf financing new needs prove awkward, for the transition, to no growth 
parses through a p'eriocJ^pf adjustment during which revenues may level ( 
off *a&, demVnds" for services continue to rise.. Conversely, in areas of 
feuddeti^popuration *g^owth,, revenue' increases will lag f behind the rapid 
rise in\demanck f or services. All around the state, growing political 

^jurisdictions w\ll be enlarging their tax base at* the expense* of shrink- 

. \ \ - * ' * s . ' ^ 

ing areas, t?ut because of~trhe-Iags in revalue adjustment, the popula- 

- * tion in both kin,ds\pf places will feel ill-served unfi? new arrangements 
> can be effected. 

There is a common neec^ for facts x and- analysis that can focus atten- 
tion on issues associated with 'New York's transition to demographic 
stability and set the stage for public debate on what to do about them. 
That is my purpose here tpday: ^to distill the basic information on 
current population trends in the state and* highlight economic antj social 
^problems that those trends are likely to create. 
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The 'population shift's gnder way in New 1'ork *State are, to no^ si^all 

degree, reflections of regionaL^cfemographic /changes talcing place 

* 1 - 

throughout much of the Northeast ,' part* i-cularly in the Middle Atlantic 

Census Division (New York, New' Jersey, an<y Pennsylvania) . * This regional, 
context, with its own peculiar but instructive pattern of demographic 
change resulting from the population's natural increase and net migra- 
tion, is the starting point of "our analysis/ The context has three^ 
noteworthy aspects. 

/ First, copulation increase i?i the Northeast has very nearly name 
i halt htt-xxuse of 2 raided* nhanje in regional population trends 



stme 




as ^onpare'J w\th previous periods (see .Jig. 1). 



Flfurt 1. Population 

x (Periods 



1 ' 



for 6- Ymt Ptrkxh by Rogion: 1960 to 1975 

nning July t. Change expressed in millions.) 



NORTHEAST 




Source.: <*trT5. Bureau of the Census, Current Pqpulation Reports x Series 
P-25, No. .640, November 1976. , % * < 



Table 1 

Population Change by Comporafcn,t for Baph Region: 
• Five- Year 'Periods , *1950 to 1975 , 

> . (In miHions. Per iods b egin July , 1) 



"Natural; increase . *i * Net migration T 



Region 1 Region % 



Per'iod United North- North 



.Stj^tejs^ east Central South West 



United Nof th- - North 
States 1 east Central f South West 



1950-55 12.1 2.3, 3.5 4,5 1.9 1:0 0.4 0.4 -1.6 1? 

1955-60 13.2 2.6 3.9 4.7 2^2/ 1.7 0,0 .-T).7 # , 0,3 *2,Q 

1960-65 J2.0 ' 2,3 4 3.3 ■ 4.2 2.2 j 1,5 , 0.3. HI. 8 ' 0,T 1.7 

1965-70 8.7 1 ( 6* 2^ ■ 3.0 .1,7 j K.7 0,1 • 0,1 f).4' 1,1 



1970-75 6.8 1,0 1.8 2,5 1,5 



2,5 -0,7 '-'0.8- 2.6 . K4 



Source: U.S. 1 Bureau of th'e Census Current' Pa}"i?aticn Reports-, Series 
P-25, No. 640/ November 1976, Table B, * « >*\; 



New York and' Rhode Island (and the District of .Columbia) Have exper- • ( 

♦iertced population declines between 197*0 and 1975 , and New ttersey and 

Pennsylvania have joined their ranks since^.972: The* populations of 

two of the five other states in 'the Northeast (Massachusetts and Con-- j 

necticut) are largely static; si^ce 1972 they have increase^ by less , 

than ofie-quarter percent* annually . \ 

Second, r o\i dot 'ion growth has been halted by the combination of 

"a r'ontiriuin: dvo\> in the birth r%zte and a shifkin net wi'jvvxtxi.on^ both } 

man* fes ted mo?e % artktely in the Northeast than elsewhere (see iT.able # 

1). Natural 'increase (additions through .births 'minus' sub t.racjti ons 

through' deaths) has diminished everywhere, but more so in khejNorth-^ ' [* 

east than other regions^since I960.. /The Northeast !s population gained [ 

2.3 million through this component of demographic charfge between I960 

and 1965, but only 1.0 mil licfn" between 1970 and 1975. Net migration . \\ 

(the numerical difference between arriving and departing migrants) h'as ,# \ 

changed fr/ro nominal gains of several hundred thousand in preceding 

■ * 1 • * j 

five-year periods to a sizrab'le loss of 700,00*) between 1970 and 1975. , 

'This regional .migration loss ,has been more severe since. 1 972 nxid has ' : 

Afflicted the three Middle Atlantic states worse than those in Hew 

England. ^ , fc ' 
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Third, in tk<* !'J' ; 0<\> states w'th net out -mi nation appear to bo. 
divewin: nv^ 1 th?8*° n J : th >%et k 7 Vw*/ tvaticn* Qomp/iring the firs* two 
years ( 1^70-72) witl^jhe last'three (1972-75) New Yd?* %tate 1 s 'net ^ 
migration changed from an annual average of -47,000 to -144,600;, Pei 
sylvania's changed 'from -18,000 to -47,000; and New Jersey's from. ' < 
.+26,000 tcf-32,000> In, contrast „ Texas's net migration, rose from an 
annual ^average of roughly +5 5 TOOp to +95,000 and California's rose 
from" +30,000 to +122, 0()0. -Interpretation of this divergence is coirfl* 
plicated by the Economic depression thq,t prevailed during part of the , 
'period; it merits close* -attention in the coming years. r . 

9 To su^nmar.ize', there ^has been a decided change* in the course that' 
New York^State/s population is fallowing in the mid-W 70s . That change 
(and th.e. demographic strap's format ions bringing it about) has occurred^ 
mostlv since 1972; it is common to much of the Northeast,- especially 
the Middle At lantio states ; and it has been* most acute in New Yorkr - f 
Statf . ' ' ' ' ' ** 
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III. PERSPECTIVE? ON CHANCING FERTIilTy AND MK &ATtOfi 



I^lATi 



tion's age structure which means, among other ^ings, loyer .school en- 
rol.lments and, eventually, larger social security paiyments." The*fertil- 



Population changes in any given area are the product of fertility " 
rates, mortality rates, axttL migration rates (including immigration arid 
emigration).* Of these, fertility and migration haye the greatest poten- 
tial for producing large and relatively rapid changes in population. 

^ithin the last decade, population 'growth in uhe United States', 
as a whole has slowed considerably because^ of 'a sharT) decline in fer- 
tility with 'no offsetting change in mortality. The mQSt notable^ ef- 
feet of this, drop in fertility has been a .fransf oYmation of ttfe. popula- ^ 

» 

pajyments , 

it'y decline* is being intensified ■ or • nullif ied in specific locales by new- 
trends in migration. In v some areas, population is not only: growing 
more slowly than the t natipnal average but actually declining because 
, of out-mig"rat ion ; in other areas , ^.population ig growing rapidly- Respite" 

lower fertility because of substantial in-migration: International * 
migration (both legal and illegal) has also begun £0 have prominent 
locfel effects, especially in*" those few large metropolitan centers to 
which the "majority of 'injmigrant,s gravitate. * • 

FER TILITY t * 

— • ^ 

Changes in fertility are perhaps mo.$t important in population 

' ; anal ysis because they are* a basic determinant of future changes in the 
I % 
size and composition of t^.e population— changes which may have intense 

and long-lasting social, fiscal,- and political effects. The contem- 

' porary *>trend in f er t i 14^/ * t%f let ts an interaction between^the wide- 

* , spread uset'of more effective! methods of contraception and -changing 

attitudes toward childbearing: * , ^ *\ , 

'$0 % ' iQntni* m ertive*{'7tantice has-been modernizecPover the last ben 

o' trn: The increased use oi highly retiah'le means bT contra- 6 

cept>on, along with the-availability of legal abortion as a 

t ^ backup met Hod, has afforded 4 cduples virtually complete' con- 

^ ' * troTover their fertility and reduced unwanted childbearing. ' 
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•In 197S,\69,per£^nt h Qf; Aaxrie.d coupler used one of .the three „ • 
most* effective cantrfetc^ptiVe, methods^- : steriJiza^ion,* the pill, 
^ * 'or the IUD^-C-o^ared .w^t*h ,t3n^Ly 37 percent * in 1965/ * 

0 T/ier* Ha& been a-mqjav downinvd shiftiin fertility' norms and 

' ******* 1 ' ' ' ■ * * % * 

^ hi. aversion. tptel&na la#$ fmiVfes* tatf Z«zs* among ;ydun& . . 

' adults: Nati6naULy in '4^75, ^almost 75 percent* of parried 

rf , * women 18 to 24 years old* expected to have no more than two 

1 children," a£ contrasted wi^h about £5 percent in 1967. v 

o I There has v been y a postponement ~of "oh^Ubearina among married, ^ 

couples: ¥he wife fnay have emtfaXifed on a career, orAhe coppl< 
• . ' . \ \ it 0 

• ha"5 put off having their first cljild. or additional children 

until their econqjaic situation improy^s.. The birth 'rate of. 

course drfrps when childbe^ring i9 "rescheduled" in this way J 

(and i-t can §o_back<\ip ^jmly fast when circumstances change!) 

The growth of New York Stated population, as noted abov^, has 

been slowed*, in part by the decline in its bi^Ch rat?, which parallelled 

the national fertility decline. .The state 1 s -crude birth rate ^number 

of bicths per * thousand populat 

13.0 in 19.75.. • (The compatible 



on) has fallen ^from 18 ; 6 in 1965 to *~ 
national decline was froip 19-.4-to 14.2.) 



The direct consequence of declining births in New^York is suggested 
b* the following accounting* of its demographic* cliange from 1970 t?o 
1975. The states 'population decline- of 122,000 was the product of 
1,375,000 births,. 958,000 deaths,, and a net out-migration of 539,000,, 
A decade before', *New York hati recordefi~some 1,750,000 births in a com- ' 
pafable period, 1960-6*5. As the birthrate has declined, public atten- 
tion has begun to focus oYT Who bears children today.' } % 

One reason for this new concern is ^hat ambng very -young teenagers 
the birth rate is rising, and births to teenagers now figure more prom- 
inently among all births in* this* country (19 percent' of the ;total in 
1975 compare^ with 14» percent in 1960). -^Not only has the percentage 



*Charl;es F* Westoff ,' "Trend's in ^Cont^raceptiye Practice: 1965- 
1973," Family Planning Perspectives, Vol >*8, tfo. 2 (March/April 1976), 
pp. 54-57* \ • t #<j 4 K ' : \ ' ' 

"ton wsf^ * * * 

U/S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series 
P-20, No? 288, January 1976. * 



of births- t'o* adolescents* risen, but also the percentage pf adolescents • 

who bear d child out »of wedlock has climbed sharp lj^-not because ;qf * r 

more' 6ut-of-wedlock» conceptions, but becaqse f ewer«*tl$Snage mothers' are 

selecting. marriage as a >solytion to an .out-of-w^dlock pregnanty*. u Kid;s 

with kids", impose considerable long-term costs on society, which $everalr 

* * ** ' ' 

recent studies have TiigTilighfeed . . • . % * C 



MIGRATION 




Between -1970 arrd 1976V net migrataoa^^ 
reduced its population by' 640 ,000 (3.5 percent). That figure "corn- 
j>ares'*wi£h a mete 10JL,000 loss.X0.6 percent) during* the entire decade 
of. the 1960s. • Since otrt-piigrantsC tend to be in the prime working ' 

ages and mpre^highly^skilled' an3 educated, "New York State is*' losing not 

' • * * * ' ~" ~ ■ ■ ^ * 1 * 

merely' freoble but -human capital as well." Sitvce J970, the $tate has. • 

been losing worker s ^nder age 30, whereas ijf\ formerly gained' them at „ 

these ages* In aqother "freak with the past, -trend, black workers appe^k 

,to be leaying New York State to go South in -greater numbers now, than 

*** ' ' , 

they ate arriving, ' These and, other findings (derived f>tom an, on- , *- 

'going sttf^y by my discussant, John E v Smith), as well ~as bhe widely * / 

publicized "second -war be^fci^en the states-" — a competitive battle among 



.Wencfy H, Baldwin, "Adolescent Pregnar^y and Ch^ldbeating— Growing 
Concerns for Americans „"- Population Bulletin^ Vol . S31, 'No . ,2 , (Popular,,. . 
tion Reference Bureau, 4 Inc. , Washington, -D.C. 1976) ». > * ♦ , 

For example, see^vrarious 'articles in,Family Planning, Pevspec^ 
tives; Vol. 8, No. f 4 -(July/Augus^V 1976) , special issue .on teenagers; * 
and Le^Ue^A. Westpff, "Kids with Kids, " New Jork -Times 'fcagazine'y Feb-^ 
^rtter;? .22^)19/6, p.* 14.; Of special interest, here is«a study of first- ' 
»time" teenage mothers in New York City,, repotted in IJarrfet B. Preiser, 
M *Soci ; aV<J0nse>^nces. of Teenage Childbearing," presented *a^the Confer- 
ence on Research on the Consequences of Adolescent Pregftahcy and Child- 
bearing,", Center "for Population Research, National Institute of Child 
^Health and^tfuman Development Bethesc^, Md., October 29-30, 1975\ ■ 

John E. Smith and Michael J.. Batutis, Jr;, "thang.ing Growth 
Patterns: The Case of New York State," in George Sternlieb and Jaipes 
W. 'Hughes, Post- Industrial Amerind: Metropolitan Decline -and Inter- 
regional Job Shifti (New Brunswick, Rutgers Center- for Urbai^ 
"Policy Research;* 1975)", pp. 139-157. * ; , * 



♦regions for jobs and workers—h^ve 'focused public attention as. neve*- 

before on migration:.^ 

Migration trends'; like fertility trends, have undergone^ significant 

chartge recently, but .with local effects that, are far more diverse . 

Now, as in the* past, people continue, to migrate for reasons that are 

connected with the working's of the' national .economic, and social system. 

Migration moves * people' 'f.rom areas where jobs arTe dwindling to places 
*>where workers a^e needed; without? such adj^is^raent, U.S. eceaomic growth 

would be sluggish and less % efficient than it Actually has been, Migra- ' 
tion is also an important vehicle of social- mobility. Many people are 

^prevented from bettering their circumstances less because- of rnl^rent 

personal-limitations than because of rigidly drawn social barriers in 
th^ir community. The generally positive experience of blacks who l^eft 

•the rural South, and of ethnic, groups that le£t -city * ghettos , confirms 
the value of geographic mobility as a means pf access to conditions 
that foster improvements in personal- 'status . f m \^ 

Migration is a complex process, but as research increases our 
understanding of its operation, certain important misconceptions can 
be dispelled. One misconception concerns the motivation of low-income 
migrants to move' to large cities. It is widely '.believed that such* 
persons go' to places like ^w ?brk City as welfare seekers; drawn there 
by genexoW public-assisf ance allowances,. A recent Rand Corporation : 
study on this question reached a contrary conclusion: It found that 
needy newcomers start using the welfare system only gradually, not 
immediately} the delay is more easily interpreted as- due to discourage- 
ment In finding work after the migrant arrives than to prior motivation 
for moving to New York 'deliberately to' claim benefits. findings 

•kick 

from other independent studies tend t$ corroborate this point. The 



' *"The Second Wat Between the States," Business Vjeek, May 17 , 1976., 
pp. 92-114;- and "Federal Spending: . The North's Loss -is the Sunbelt's , 
Gain," National Journal* June 26; 1976, pp. -878-891. 



*David'M. DeFerranti, et al . , The* Welfare and Nonwelfare Poor' 
in New York City/ R-1381-NYC, The R^nd Corporation, June 1974. • 1 * 



Ostow and Dutka, for example, found that the median pre- 
acceptance' residency period for welfare household heads who have mi- 
grated tp New Yojrk City*was three years, "...whi.ch suggests a, failed 



-10- 



welfare-seeking migrant appears to be a myth; 4 if anything, receipt o.f 
public assistance seems to, reduce the migration of poor families, sug- 
gesting that welfare- recipients tend to pile up in Cities not because 
of in-migration but because of low out-migration. 

* A related misconception (dispelled by a: considerable body of re- 
search) is that ruraiN^irban migration, doe? nothing more than transplant 
rural poverty to an urban setting. It is true that rural-urban migrants 
hav,e typically 1>eea more, disadvantaged than ^heir counterparts they 
have joined in 'the city, but they aLso stand out as being among the 
most successful of the, city's residents" at^overcoming personal ifisad- 
vantages. This is especially evident among black rural-urban migrants/ 
who, in striving ,to better 'their economic positions, have Quailed or 
surpassed the indigenous Orban-born blacks they have joined. - 

; - -< \ % _ > . 

attempt au self-maintenance»,rather -than in-migration for .the purpose 
of gaining prompt? access to the state's liberal welfare system. 11 Mif- , 
iam OStow and Anna B. Dutka, Work and Welfare in New York City <Balti- 
<more: Johns Hopkins University Press 1975) , p. 76. See also: Larry 
H. Long, * "Poverty Status and Receipt o^^elfare Among Migrants and. 
Nonmigrants in Large Cities , " 'American Sociological Review, Vol'. 39 
(February 1974), pp. 46-56; I. N. Fisher, and S. W\ Purnell, The Con- 
1 nection Betimen Migration and Welfare Dependency in the Chicago Metro- * 
politan Area, R-1388-IISP, The Rand' Corporation, September 197-3; Gordon 
F.. DeJong and Zafar M. N. Ahmad, "Motivation for Migration of Welfare 
Clients," Working Paper So. 1975-01, Population Issues Research Office, 
Pennsylvania State University, n.d.; Robert D. Reischauer, "The Impact 
of the Welfare System on Black Migration and Marital Stability," unpub- 
lished Ph.D. Dissertation, Columbia University, 1971. Evidence on r 
Puerto Rican migration, although less* Irobusf , also casts doubt on the 
role of welfare payments in at tracting-' migrants . Specifically, wel- 
fare payments in the United States relative to Plierto Rico are not \ 
associated with the magnitude of migration from the island to the Main- 
land. *See Rita M. Maldonado, "Why Puerto Kicans Migrated to the United 
States in 1947-73," Monthly Labor Review, Vol. 99, No. 9 (September 
L976), pp. 7-14. >. / 

Larry H. Long and Lynne R. Heltman, ."Do Welfare Paym'ents Reduce 
Migration Potential?" paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Sociological Association, New York City, August 1976. x 

The incidence of poverty for example, Is no higher among black 
rur^l-urban migrants than it is among the urban-origin blacks, accord* 
ing to a study referring ±o the mid-1960s. In fact black .migrans in 
the prime adult years (17 to. 29) were much less likely to be ipoor than 
their urbfn counterparts. ,1&ee Gladys K. Bowles, M A Profile of 11 the k 
incidence of Poverty Among Rural-Urban Migrants and^Comparative Popu- 
lations, " paper presented at the annual meetir^of She Rural Sociological 
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Few of the problem^ facing blaolcs" outside 'the South-can be attri- # 
:»>uted directly to Vheir rlir^l^Southern origin. The reverse may i>e 
true in 4 rega*rd to their edonomic success; it may be r that the black 
rural-Urban migrant bringa to' the city a mpre constructive set of atti- 
tudes toward school m and work 'tfean those ,of the urban native, he ' joins,. 



Society,; Washington, D.C., August 1970/ 

Other^ stucttes furnishi'rfg\evidence on this 9 point are. reviewed in 
Peter A. MorjcisonT Migration. from Distressed Areas: 'Its Hearting* for 
Regional. Pplioy^ _ The , Rand Corporation, R-1103-EDA/F|^NIH, October 1973, 

/Se*e also Larry H. JLong aifd- L^nne R. Heltman- "Incoiflje Differences Be- 
tween Black-and White Men Controlling for Education and Region of^ , i- 
Bir'th," American Journal* of Sgoiolog^^^y 1975; Arvil V. Adams and 
Gilbert Nestel, "Interregional Migration, Education, and Poverty^ in 

* the'Urban Ghetto: Another : .Look at 'Black-White, Earnings Dif f ej-e/ftifeLs, 11 
Review of EoonomiQs and Statistics 3 <ftay 1976 r pp. '156-166; and' Ann. R. • 
Miller, "The Blacl^Migrant : ChingfQg Origins, .Changing Characteristics," 
conference paper dated' October 1974, available from theyJJ.E.B. DuBois 
Institute 'fgr* the Study of thA America^ Bluck, Atlanta^Fjiiversity ,: 
Atlanta', Gav* , - „ \ 

Adams and Nesfel, op. clt. 
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XV. SPATjAL MANIFESTATIONS : CHANGING FORTUNES 
' . " — : » « ; — 

OF METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS ■ * • ' 

' ' - * ' . <\ ' ' . 

\ • • 

Two major features of population change, in i^ew York are an end 
'to metropolitan growth statewide* and a revival or intensification of. 
growth in selected nonmebropolitan areas. In # the Jla^st' several yeafs, 
metropolitan areas have become less attractive t both to* their Vesfdenjts 
and to outsiders^ whereas nonmetropolitan areas haye become- more ^so . * 
This new development/ evident' sinc , &H*970, is not unique to New York 
State or even to^this nations It reflects?; national trend thst has- 
brought population decline to manV metropolitan areas.* At ip^st 44 of 
the, 259 metropolitan areas in the nation have ceased growing^ five of 
'these SMS^f are in Nejw York State (Fig. 2) and, four of them are clearly 
declining., * *~ 

One word of caution: The image _pf wholesale flight from the ci^y 
is a littlejnislead^ng when applied to SMSAs . Within these" broad stat- 
istical aggreg'^te^jppany communities continue to gvow and some. may ^ 
even accelerate th^ij ^irowtlj. But what the general areawide pattern 
signals is a new and rising* incidence of zero population growth^ or J 
decline in metropolitan territory outside the central cifey: the long- 
standing trend o£ out^a^rgT'a^ion from- central cities navy applies a^Lso 
to the close-in suburbs. ' ■ ^ 



THE ONSET OF METROPOLITAN-AREA [ DECLINE 

How does a' formerly growing metropolitan area Suddenly^ commence * 
declining? Th<^uff alo e SMSA, where growth came to an ibrup-t halt after 
1:970, exemplifies the demographic forces at 'work. The Buffalo SMSA 

- ■ ■ >' '" 

Jg^tween two recent five-year periods (1965-70^ahd 1970-75), the 
percentage of population .moving, from nonmetropolijtan „areas declined 
from 3.1 to 2.6 and from the metropolitan sector rose from 2 ."9 to 3.5. 
' ** ♦ 

Comparable developments have occurred in greater ^Stockholm, met-* 

topolitan Copenhagen and Oslo, and other major European metropolitan * 
centers. See Thomas Falk, Urban Sweden (Stockholm: Economics Re-, 
search Institute, Stockholm School of Economics , 1976) , p. 180 and 
footnote 1. » h \ 
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Fig. 2 

> Standard Metropolitan-Statistical 'Areas 
No linger Growing Since 1970 • 
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had experienced a net outflow of 84,00Q migrants {about &• peroent X>f 
its»en£ire population) during the 1960s but its population -increased . 
by 42,000 anyway 'because the margin Qf births over deaths* added 126,000. 
When birth rates dropped in the 197Qs, natural 'increase Xthe excess 9f 
births ovef deaths) was no longer sufficient to Offset metropolitan 



• Buffalo's longT standing out-migration, and a previously unnoticed ttfend 

became apparent*. Between 1970 and 1975, net out-migrat ion removed 

* * * 

,48,400 Buf f alonians, but natural 'increase added only 26 , 500, 'leaving 

' the Buffalo SMSA with £ net loss 'of 21,900 residents. ' ' ( 
. • Other metropolitan areas . in New York that have been- effected' by 
the saipe combination of out-migratiqn and a lower r^te of "natural . in- 
crease incvLude^ Rochester \ Syracuse, Elmira, Utica-Rome, Binghamton, - . 
and New York. In all 'but tKe .first two, population .growth has halted 
since 1970. * « ' ' ' 

EXTENSION OF GROWTH JO NONMETROPpLITAN ARfttS 

* ' % '\ 1 ' ' 

The counterpart of metropolitan de > tSJJ.n i e has been a- nationwide '* < • 

' revival or intensification of growth in nonmetropolitan areas si^ce 
1970. In .New York State, where one* person in nine resides la a non- 
metropolitan s area, the 1970-1975* patt'ern 'has reflected the broad con- 
tours of rfationhl trends, at leas't in thl eastern half of the state; 
• o. Despite the low birth rate, the stat£ fj s nonme.tropolitan popu- 
lation has been increasing 1*0 percent anriuatTy, compared with *^ 
jO.,9- percent knnualjly during the 1960s. '* 
> >o Nonmetropolitan areas havV registered an»annual 0.5 percent- 
7 . i(et ,i*i-migratioti compeared foith 0.1 percent annually* during 
the 1960s. 

o The 'type of nontrfetropolitan counties thajt are growing at a 
r^ast rate throiigh migration aire those with intermediate or 
* "strong metropolitan commuting ties '(i.e., at least 10 percent 



See Calvin L. Beale, The Revival .of Population Growth in Normet— 
ropolitan A>vericxtfrt.RS-605 , Econ6mid Development Division, Economi^Re- t 
search Service . Department of Agriculture^ Jurfe 1975; Peter AA 
Morrison, "RuraL'Renaissance in 'America? . The. Revival of Population " 
Growth in Remote Areas , !t * Population Bulletin^ Vol. 31, Nd.- 3 (Popu- 
lation Reference Bureau, Inc., Washington, D..C. 1976). 



x * . * of their workers •tomniute to jobs in a metropolitan area") • . 

Prime examples are Schoharie and Greene Counties, adjacent to 
,» metropolitan Albany , and Yates' County, adjacent 'to metropol- 
. . itan Rochester (western'New York's 'only- clear case of aJ fast- 

* -growing "commuter* county") . Such counties exhibit the familiar 
• ' 'proce'^ of, "urban sprawl" sprawling further — SMSAs spilling 

* over into*their adjacent norimetropolitan hinterland {Fig. 3). • 
o 'Exhibiting an impressive bneak with. a past history of stable 

* or declining population are those coujities with weak commuting 
ties-ta an SMSA (especially those with less^than 3 percent 
4 1 commuting). Essex and~,Franklin Counts-are .t^o clean illHis- 

?~ trations- of thfe unexpected "turnaround" v that is taking place 

•* ' in many of .the more remote nonmetropolitai areas of the coun-<. 
trf. Evidently these areas are' both retaining a larger frac- 
.tion of theiv native population and attracting increasing' . 
• numbers of' outsiders (Fig.* A). T V 

New York's nonmetropolitan growth, then, is. partly just th£ lat-** 
e?t manifestation- of urban spra**., as counties" adjacent to individual f 
SMSAs fill up, with people and fill out sections^Vf the; Northeastern 
Metropolitan 'Belt* But the fact that areas removed f rom'metropolitan 
'influence also are growing signals a new trend under way. 

Recent* *6tudies that have inquired into -nortmetropolitan growth and 
why it is occurring have shown several things.* First, the trends toward 
early 'ret irement , and toward larger retirement and death benefits for 
more people, have speeded up the increase in the number of retirees and 
lengthened the average interval-curing later life when a person is no 
lpnger tied to a specif-ic place by «a job. m New sources of income such • 
as the federal Supplemental, Security Income program, as well as more 
generous pensions, have accelerated tne flow of dollars' into . retirees 
hands, expanding their „role as consumers. Indeed, with their steady 
incomes asspred regardless of location , 'retirees comprise a fl6atif*g 
population of consumer^ whose presence itV an -increasingly service- 
oriented society-creates jobs wherever tft6y go. Since 1970, Columbia* 
E^sex, Greene,- Sullivan, and Yates ' countieS have all felt this influ- 
ence in varying degrees* 
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Annual Net Migration Rate 0 

'. • 1960-70 \9%-75 / , \ 

WM 10,-19% commute to SMSA +0.^ +0.9' 

>20% commute to SMSA +0/l '+0.7 
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fl>) PUces of 100 000 0* more inhabits 

• *><aces of W0O0 to 100 000 inhabitants 

O Central cities of SMSA* s with few*' than SO 000 inhabitants 1 

O Places of 25 000 to SO 000 inhabitants outs.de SMSA s 
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Rates shown dre for the combined population of all counties In a given category of commuting 
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Fig*. 3 — Nonmetropolifran counties with nj^jgrare to high commuting to jbbs in metropolitan areas 
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An nu al Net Migration R a t e 
1960-70 1970-75 
<3% commute to SMSA -0.9 +0. 
3-9% commute to SMSA -0.2 
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a Rates shown are for the combined population of" all counties in a given category of -commuting . 
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Fig.4— Nonmetropolitan .counties with* minimal commuting to jobs in, metropolitan areas 



• Just as -retirees constitute an ^expanding and comparatively foot- 

* 

loose subpopulatiofi whpse demands create j-obs *in nonmetropolit-an areata', 
an increased orientation at all ages toward leisure activity has spawned 
another kind of rural "growth 'industry" — recreation. Much of this* ' 
growth is concentrated in amenity-riq§ areas, especially mountains and 
shoreline, which often lie well outside the daily range of - metropolitan 
commuting. The Adirondacks is an obvious example, ^ 
' Together, these two sources of expanding jemployment — retirement 
and recreation—supplemented, by the impetus of the state's higher edu- 
cation system, have increased the possibilities ■ far moving to Xor re ~ 
maining in) certain nonmetrpp^litan * areas At a deeper level, however^ 
the question remain^- of why Americans are acting on these possibilities. 
An .important aspect of the explanation concerns people's preferences 
for non#ne tropolitan living., Americans have long displayed inventive- 
ness* in trying to reconcile two conflicting desires: one far access 
to others and 'the , other for separation firom them.-' Examples, abound in 
the American culture of the wish to love one ' s Wighbor but keep him 
at ai^n's length, perhaps the most vfvid being American^' dogged pref- 
erence for neorural or perhaps pseudorural residential settings/ (This 
j>roclivity is. evident in most Anglo-Saxon societies, but the American 
romance with the* frontier may have reinforced it.) , 

To opinion surveyors, Americans state a strong desire to live ifl 
rural and small-town settings — but most of them admit, 'when questioned 
further,, that they would like those settings to lie within thirty miles, 
of a big city. Th'e theme is an old one: Back in ^925, one liousewife 
rejected .suburbia as^a bad compromise in favor of the "real 11 country. 
"By country," she wrote, '"I do- not mean a f atm % or many acres or huge, 
castles built in imitation of English country houses." She meant 
instead, "3 simple home built along a country road, neai? hills or water, 
from a quarter of a mile to two or three miles from the railway station, 
and within one and one-half hours' commuting distance from the^ city." 

Today, people continue to seek distance from crime, physical de\^ay, 
poor schools^ and objectionable neighbors, and access to a "view," 



Cited in Peter J. Schmitt, Back to Nature:' The Arcadian Myth 
ill Urban America (New York: " Oxford University Press,'- 1969). 



•even if it means remoteness from urban excjtement. jlvidently, wi£h 
television and" long-distance commuting, the ^ense of isolation bred 
^ by geographical, distance and small town motes has brokeo down, and 

these specifications cajn now he'met in the heart, of Yates and Schoharie 
Counties a* welt as in Suffolk or Rockland. ' 

v At the local level, a^number of important issues turn on the impli 
cations of .these trends. Ttie olde^and largest central, cities wi$r6., * rt 
already haying trouble m^tirtg their-bu"dgetary requirements before the, 
.slowdo.wn * in overall population growth occurred. Now "the strictilfes of 
i no-growth or deq^ine have # spread to many- suburban^ communities,, which 
face painful decisions on how to refit local expenditures to revenues 
that -no longer grow. On the other hand, on£e sleepy village^ are noy r 
being galvanized by spontaneous growth after decades of resignation to 
.population stability and are hard-pressed to meet public needs.^ 

There is a clear irony in the fact that this major shift in popu- 
lation distribution is spurring metropolitan interests to seek the bene 
fits of population stability or decline — most obviously, stable budgets 
and the opportunity for effective planning — at t-he same* Jiime that it' 
» is threatening those#benef its in norTmetropolitan areas. The evi'dence 
that there arv befiefits is already apparent in the widely publicized 
resistance on the part of many contmunities to accepting the costs that 
growth confers. ^ < * . * . 

' . - * * < * ' ' ' ' 

RACIAL CHANGE WITHIN METROPOLITAN AREAS 

Where oncg the "inner" city provided the disadvantaged with oppor- 

tunities for greater income, it is now X ar S e ly N t^ e refcuge of victims « 

of •income discrimination. A special case is that of blanks, who alone 

among all ethnic minorities have been unablje .to make the tranbit ion 

from? urWm immigrant to suburbanite in ' any substantial number^. * Be-* 

tween 1500 and ,197.4, the percentage of the nation)s blacks residing - 

ifr^atro^oj^tan areas* (accbrding tb the 1970 def4nition) rose from 

about 27 to 75;* Within 'metropolian areas however , there has been 
' x j * 1 * *- •» f % 

- no subsequent dispersion of blacl^L(Table 2). Ia l&OO, 54.-5 percent 

* : ■ 

of the metropolitan black population resided in central cities; by * 
1974 77.5 percent did. .The iame is true for the -Northeast and New 
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' ; ' Tcjble 2 • • 

DISTRIBUTION OF WHITE AND BLACK POPULATION 
WITHIN SMSAs; 1900-1974 





- Percentage of racial group 
by -,area,*of residence 


* V 4 


Central 


City 1 


Remainder^ 


of SMSA 


1 * Year 


White f 


Black 3 


White 


Black 3 



All U.S. -SMSAs 



• 1900 
' 1950* 
. 1960 
19 7 A 


62.8 5A . 5 
- 56.6^ 77.2 
A7.8 " 79 .*6 1 
38.1 , ' 77.5 


-37 .2 ' 45'.5 > , 
A3. 4 , 22.8"** 
» * 52.2 20.4 5 
61\9 .22.5 


All SMSAs in Nor.theast 


-1960 
1970 
197. If 


• A5.1 80. A 
,39.4 81.6 
■ 37.1 • 80.4 . 


5-T.-9 * , 19.6'" 
60.6 .18. A 
"62.9 .19.6 


All SMSAs 'in New York State 


.I960. 
1970. . 


61.7 -88.0 
54.*)." 88.1 


-,38.2. * 12.0" 
A6.0 11.9 - 
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SOURCES: Irene B. Taeuber, n The Changing Distribution »of the Popula- 
tion in the United States in the* Twentieth Century/ 1 " in Commission on 
Pppulation Growth and the AmericanjfFuture , Population Distribution and 
Potioijy Sara -Mills Mazie, editor, 1 Vol. V of Commission Research Reports 
(Washington.- Government Printing Office, 1972)? Table 20;^ and U.S. * 
Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports^ Series £-23, No. 55, 
"Social .and Economic Characteristics of the Metropolitan and Nonmetro- 
politAn Population: 1974 and 1970, 11 U.S. Government Printing Office, 4 
Washington, -D.C., 19YsI *Table 3. , 



NOTE:' The populations of the central city or cities* were taken as c^f 
the census dat/.es. Since their .areas are changing rather than constant, 
'the changes in the populations in And outside central cities reflect 
expansion of citj.es '/^boundaries as well as the populations. 1 natural, 
increase and net migration. _ * 



For SMSAs in New York S 



tat^e, 



figures shown* here are for nonwhites 



^Reference hei^e is to the changing populations of 'the counties 
that were the SMSAs of 1960 afe^each census from 1900 tQ I960., The 
SJISAs thus refer to constant areas. For 1974, reference is to 'the 
SMSAs as defined in 19t70. ' v 
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York State (for which data are shown only since I960}. This continued 
concentration of blacks in central cities contrasts "sharply with the 
white population's dispersal f ropv-them. 

Recent trends in t population change, shown in Table 3, have tended 
to reinforce the pattern of diverging, racial, distribution in metropol- 
itan areas. Between 1970 and 1974», the whjjLte population inside ceri-^ 
tfal cities in the Northeast declined 6.2 percent and the ; black in- • 
creased 1.4 percent. The. metropolitan population outside central cit- 
ies ("the suburbs, 11 roughly speaking) hlis increased 3.6 percent for 
whites and 9.9 percent fo'?*blacks. While the figure for* blacks is 
impressive at first glanceT" it merely reflects^ tiie very small numbers 
of blacks now residing in the ? suburban ring (and m^a ^Limi ted" set of 
suburban areag at that); it d<?es not significantly offset the broader 
trend toward racial separation between central city and suburbs. 

Compared with the whit^ypopulati on, the black population is bc^h 
younger and has a larger average family size. Demographically , this 
means that migration trends making for racial separation in oqe time 
period tend to perpetuate this separation in later times: 'the black 
poptilatiort, by generating more births ancl fewer deaths relative to the 
whifre population, grows at a faster rate in places where* it is now s 
located. (Rising minority school enrollments through differential fer 
tility are'one manifestation of this tendency.) Thus, ^Ven if every- 
one suddenly stopped moving, the disproportion between black central 
cities and white suburbs would grow, thereby perpetuating existing 
pattern^ of racial separation between cities and sublirbs. 9 
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- " - Table 3' 
POPULATION CHANGE* BETWEEN 1970 AND 1974, BY RACE AND AREA OF. .RESIDENCE 



* ' \ 

N 

Area 'of Residence 

^' 


Percentage Change in Population, 
' ' , 1970-1974 / ' - V; ' 4* 


. All 
Regions 


Northeast 


North. ' 
Central 


« 

South- 


* 

West i 


* * „ , Air Races ' v 


United States 

Metropolitan areas. ; ' 
Inside central -cities 
Outside Central cities 

Nonmetropolitan areas 


4.1 

-1.9 
8.4 
' -5.0 


• .1.2 
0.2 
-4.7 ♦ 
4.0 
5.1 


• 1.3 
1.0 

-5.5 - 
6.4 
. ' 1.8 


6.7 
7.6 
-0.1' 

is n 

5.4 


8.0 
7.1 
4.4 V 
9.0 
11.6 


% • ^ White 


i c 

United States " • 

Metropolitan areas 

Inside central cities 
Outside central .cities » 

Nonmetropolitan areas 


3.5 

2.4 
-5.1 
-7.5 , 

5.8 


0.9 
fc -0.J 
-6.2- ■ 
.3.6 
5.1*' 


0.8 
0.1 
-8.0 
5.6 
k 2.1 


6.3 

6.8 
-3.9 
15.8 

5.8 ' 


6.8 

4.0 f 
-1.0 , 
7.3 

16.7 :« 


• 9 • - . JBlack . • , j i 


United ^StatSes* * * 
Metropolitan areas » 

inside' central cities 
E Outsid$ central cities 
Nonmetropolitan areas 


6.7 

6.3 ' 
16.1 
,2.0 . 


1 • 2.4 
3.0 

1.4 « 

■9.9. r 

-12.3 


6.3 
6,9 

: . 2 >- 3 

37.7 
-3.4 

*■ 


6.3 
9.2 
8.7. 
10.6 
2.7 


22.3 . 
23.2 

24.3 * 

20.4 / . 
-7.2 * 





SOURCE: U.S. Bureau o.f the Census, « Current Population Report s> 
Series P-23,-No. £5, 'fSopial .and' Economic Characteristics of the Metro- 
politan and Nonmetropolitan Population:. 1974 and 1970, \u.S. Government 
Printing *0ff ice", Washington, D.C., 1975, Table 3,, 
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STRUCTURAL MANIFESTATIONS; THE PRESSURES OP A 

CHANGING AGE PROFILE * - ^ 



Wide variations in the rate of population change for "different * 
age groups standout as another major feature of New fork's demographic 
outlook. A grpwin^'population'is , o ; f course, one m'ajpr driving force 
behind expanding demands for public services and rising revenues to 
support those services. But many service demands grow. in proportion 
to the population" in speciK^age ranges — police and prisons hacjf to v 
expand in the 1960s to cope with the wave of young people passing 
through the ages of 4 peak criminal act-iv^t^ p\iblic health care facHti- 
, ties'expand to accommodate the elderly and the poorCand', of course, 
elejm^ntary school enrollments have begun to fall off as" the population 
under 10 has shrunk. Similarly, revenues are partly a function ^of the 
proportion of person^ in^the working ages. * 

The rate at which a population is changing at any given time may 
vary widely from one age group to another. Between 1970 .and 1975, the 
overall stability of New York State's population concealed considerable 
unevenness of change. Yj^p example: 

o Th£ urider-10 population declined 13 percent. 

o* The- population 20 to 34 increased 16 percent. 
• , o The population 35 to 49 declined 8 percent. f 

1 These d if ferent rates of growth* for different age groups reflect past 
. • fluctuations in 'fertility, the most notable^of which have been the 
national decline in fertility that ocqppred^during the economic de- 
pression of the 1930s, the baby boom following the Second World War, 
and' the sudden drop in the fertility rate in the late 1960s. Each , 
ma^'or rise and 'fall ha,s,left its indelible imprint on the population 1 ^ 
age profile, whose unevgnness is evident in Figure 5. New York State's 
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age profile differs only ^^Ightly from Xh is national pattern 



* 



*• 

Figure 5 Js not shown separately for New York State, since 1975 
data'by single year of age were unavailable , The only noticeable dif- 
ferences are a somewhat smaller percentage of* the population under 5"* 
(6.'7 for New York vs. 7.5 percerrt nationally)*, and a somewhat larger 
percentage over 45 (33.3 vs., 30,9 percent nationally). * t * 
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Pjeristalsis — the way a python swallows^a pig — is « an apt metaphor 
for how the United States* has absorbed the impact of these swings in 
fertility, .The m^ny children born $fter World War II crowded the *\ 
schools during the "next decade ancj began forming their o*srn households 
in the later 1960s. Fruni birth ( to maturity they have overcrowded mater- 
nity wards, then schools, then juvenile justice institutions, and then , 
the housing market. - \ • «. , 

Thi§ concentration of population in certain ages foreshadows n cer- 
• > # « 

tain inevitable changes which are likely to be felt in New York State 
apd nationwide with about equal intensity. These changes will affect 
two distinct areas of policy concern: education and housing. 

* ' ' * m 

IMPACTS ON EDUCATION . ' 
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■In recent years* the baby boom children (persons now 11 to 29) 

have been passing through the colleges and universities and flooding • 

tfie labor market. The bulk of the .wave—the large cohorts "born during 

the m4d-1950s and early 1960s : — is still in* school^ however. As the 

• * 
last of these people mature, school enrollments of persons 18 to 21 

will drop (see Tablp 4). For thpse 22' to 34 yeap^s of age, often drawn 

"back to higher education (especially to thk community colleges), the 

outlook Tls different*. A rapid expansion in their enrollments through 

the early 1980a is in prospect. Thereafter, growth will ^taper off, 

and their enrollments should decline before the end of that decade. 

♦ 

From a purely demographic perspective, then, .existing pressure 
for contraction of the higher education system — except for community 
colleges — can only intensify. Community colleges are -excepted because 
they occupy a distinctive position in catering to a considerably broader 

/ 4 

.and generally, older age range. Even so, they will need to plan care- 
fully, directing tneir offerings toward those in the middle adult years 
as well as the traditional college ages. 

The 'declining birth rate Us imposing intense demographic pressures 
on' elementary anjj secondary schools.* The severity of this by now fam- 
il'iar problem is v suggested ifn the'Tol lowing statistics for New York 
St&te. For every 1-00 children aged 5. to 14 in 197Q% £here were only 

'92 in 1975 and there will be only 79 by 1980. Between 197^5 and 1985,^ 

the number ^of l < 5-to-19-Vear-olds will diminish by one-seventh. 

* 
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Table 4 



U. ^-.POPULATION AND PERCENT CHANGE IN SELECTED AGE GROUPS, 



1960-19.75, AND PROJECTIONS 1980-2000a 





No. of persons, by age 
(in thousands) 


P« 
Sine 


jrcent Change 
Je 'Previous Year 


Year 


18-21 


22-34 


35+ 


18-21 


22-34 


35+ 


1960 - 


9,555 
12,204 


' 29,492 
* 30,554 


77,099 
81; 814. 


—r 1 

•29. 


" 4 


6 


1970 


14,705 


35,271 


85,201 


20. 




4 


1975 


16,479 


42,024 


88,673 ^ 


12 


. .19 


A 


1980 


17,097 


48,501 


93,912 




' 15 


6 


1985 


15,431 


52,249 


101,334 


-10 


8 


8 


1990 


14,519 


51,705 


111,170 . 


-fc 


-1 


■ 9 


1995 


13,399 


48,390 


121,428 


-8 


-6 


9 


2000 


16,002 


44,819 


130,594 


■ 19 


-7 


8 



; . » 

SOURCE:/ U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports , 
Series P-25, No. 519, April 1974, Table 1; Series P-25, No. 541^ February" 
1975, Table 2. , 

* * ' 

a Census Series II projection, which assumes an ultinate completed 
cohort fertility rate of 2,1 births per average woman. 




Looking^further into the future is fraught with increasing- uncer- 
tainty, for we are referring to 'cohorts -not yet born. (This is where . 
the possibility of "rescheduled" childbear irtg , mentioned earlier , # intro- 
m duce<; some major unknowns.) Adopting the New York State Economic BeveL 
ppment Board's assumptions about future fertility and migration, how- 
ever, one plausible future can be projected to suggest what lies ahead 
'(see Figure' 6).- According to the Board's projections, the 5 to- 14 age 
group will contract until the mid-igSOs; thereafter, it will increase ' 
moderately. For 15-to-19-year-olds , the numerical shrinkage will 1 . 



These assumptions are: (1) "New Yo^rk State's birth rate will 4 
increase, somewhat during the remainder of the decade' and approach the 
completed fertility rate of 1.90 by IMP. This assumes that the recent 
> sharp decline in birth rates reflects, in part, a deferral* of births* 
_£md economic factors"; (2) "New Tork State's rate of net oil Migration 
for-the latter half of the decade will diminish jsomewhat Jfrom current 
levels." Source: New York State Economic Development Board, "Prelim- 
inary x Reyised Population Projections by. Age and "Sex for New. York State 
Counties," with attachments, dated March 1, 1976,' ' 
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continue through about 1990, followed by one last echo of the baby \ 
boom — a 16-p%rcent increase between 1 1990 and 2000 — to usher out the 
century. » ^ 

As these figures suggest, demographic analysis gives timely notice 
•of circumstances built into the population s structure for which amel- 
iorative ""action is possible. But the process of contraction cannot be 
accomplished simply tyy reversing the process of expansion within an 

existing organizational* setting.' ^Adaptation necessarilyt^ntails dif- 

* \ 

ficult choices of emphasis be^tweeh often conflicting objectives. Th£se 
choices distribute cc^sts and benefits unevenly among aroups of people 
and jurisdictions and*are inherently political; buj^^he mechanisms for 
making thefce choices may be unworkable.* When enrollments decline, for 
example, education planners Inust decide whether to reduce teaching . ;** 
staff or decrease class^sizes; whether tb close some schools for econ- 
omy or keep them open for ^convenience to the community; whether to sub- 
mit to decline or seek new w^ys to use school facilities and faculties. 
Local sdhool districts rarely have the degree of control over their 
organization that would allow such choices to be arrived at easily. 

Nationally, educational planning tends to proceed in ignorance 
of what is already known about the consequences of population shifts. 
Symptomatic of this problem was tbe frenetic response in the education 
sector to the baby boom and recent 1>ust . Throughout the ""iete 1960s 
and early 1970s teachers and professors were trained in increasing 1 
numbers despite warnings as early as 19,65 of an impending over-supply. 
Today, there are scarcely enough people 'around to be educated for all 
those whd are prepared to teach them. Others at this conference may 
wish to continent specifically on New\orlf State's experience with edu- 
cation .planning. 



Paul Berman and Milbrey Wallin McLaughlin, "The Management of 
Decline: Problems, Opportunities, and Research Questions^ ".The Rand 
Corporation, forthcoming. ' 

**Allan M. Cartter , ( "The Supply and Demand of College Teachers," 
.in American Statistical Association* Social Statistics Proceedings 
tWashingtdn: American Statistical Association, 1965) pp. 70-80;. iden\, 
"Scientific Manpower for 1970-1985," Science, Vol .,.172, No. 3979 (April 
1971), pp. 132-140. ' * . ' 
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IMPACTS ON HOUSING v » * 

The number of h6useholds in New York State increased at a 1.2 per- 
cent annual rate durang the 1960s and, according, to Census Bureau* f ig- 
ures, has continued to increase at 'this same rate since 1970 despite 
the halt in New York's population growth. Part of the^explanation for 
this continued growth is numerical: ' the population's changing age 
profile has'made for expansion at the prime household-forming ages. 
There also have been behavioral changes: people are forming households 
differently now ttyan ih the past. " ? 

Regarding the first points the number of* households'with heads 

under 35 has increased sharply since 1970 as the baby-boom -cohorts 

.have matured into adulthood {see Figure 7) . According to the State 

Etonomip Development Board's projection, households in* this age bracket 

will continue to expand at, better; than three percent annually through 

1980. This age concentration has created an especially heavy demand 

For the particular kinds of -dwelling units suited to this age group — 

low-to-moderate priced apartments In densely settled areas and the 

like — ana* this pressure on demand will 'continue for another five years 

* r 
or so. By about 1980, However, the age concentration will be on the 

*35-to-44 group — by Chen, the matured first cohorts born after World War 
IT. During the 1980s*the number of households heade.d by someone between 
35 and 44 will increase at better than 3 percent annually. * 

In addition to these considerable pressures associated with" a ' 
changing age distribution, other demographic influences are affecting 
housing Requirements. As everyone is aware, household composition and 
family structure have undergone fundamental change and are currently' 
in a state of considerable fltrx,' both sociological and demographic. 
One*' influence is a decided increase in the proportion of young men and. 
women who refrain f ronT^arrying. Nationally, the increase i*s especially 

'apparent among persons 20 to 24 years old (an age at which most men 

— ^ V ' 

New York "State Economic? Development Board, "Preliminary Revised 
Household /Projections tor New York State Counties , with detachment,, . , , 
dated March 30, 1976. : 

** ' S 

. See Paul C. Glick, "Some Recent Changes in American Families, 

Current Population Reports, Special Studies, Series P-23, No. 52, n.d. , 
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Fig, 7 - Projected ahnual increase in New -York State households, 1970-1995, by 

'* age of 'head (selected age groups)' 

/ 

SOURCE: New York State Economic Development Board, "Preliminary Revised Household Projections* 

for New York State Counties, " with attachment, dated March 30, 1976. * 
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and women have traditionally. married) . At this age, 60 percent of men 
and 40 percent^ of women, were as, yet unmarried in 1975, compared with 
53 percent and 28 pfercent in 1960. It is*art o^pen question whether 
this tendency to remain single represents merely a postponement; o£ 
first marriage or a developing trend toward lifelong .singleness . " 

Another influence is the trend toward establishing households in 
"nonf amily" living^ituations as primary individuals, {["Primary indi- 
viduals," in the Census Bureau's terminology, are household heads who 
live in their own homes entirely alone or with persons not related to 
them.) Between 1970 %nd 1976, the number of households nationally .* 
that were headed by*primary individuals of all ages increased from 
11.95 to 16.81 million,, or about 41 percent. (This compares with a 
9-percent increase for all other types of- househord'^-^husband-wif es 
other male-headed r or female-headed families".) For reasons I -cannot 
explain, this natibnal- trend is less evident here in New York State 
ancj is not projected to continue in the future, at least according to 
'the\ Economic, Development Board's* figures. Those figures do show a 
somewhat more rapid increase among primary incUviduals between 1970 fc 
and 1975, but they ,-proj ect a slower ^increase (relative to families) 
in the future. s Jt 

. The nationally rising incidence of single-parent f^Cfnilies , two or / 
more, unrelated people living together, and people of a\l ages living, 
alone suggests the extent to which life-style options have been- widened 
by affluence and 'the relaxation' of social jiorms . ^ (Ganges in„ tQst^an44# 
preference have made many people ready to live apart?* fToni~the basic 
'family "unit: grown children are" readier to move out of their .parents ' 
horne^ and a Widowed parent more reluctant "to move ir) with an adult son 
or "daughter.! the .same Sine, highejr real* income* enables more people 

to afford separate living space. Overall , there is likely to be a oon- 

',1 / * * 

tinuing interplay between the demographic" and economic circumstances 

that shape., the typical* clus ter of persons who live together, as a house- 

3nd <ult 

nts* andV 

A thirid change stems from the widening of 1 tire differencial mor- f 
tality of w<^men and men... There is now a Considerable. gap ;1 'wider than.^ 



hold and t&e social ^md cultural changes that rhave broadened^fche types 
of living Arrangements' and\companionship that society condones. 



v " in previous decades, between female ai>d male life 1 expectancy . .One % 
, > ' *\ 

consequence ,of this gap has been a steady rise in., the" percentage of 
» , * * . " , 

females among'older persons. (In 1960, women made up 55.7 percent of 
, the population 6^ and aye?* in Ne?w Yoxk Stately' 1985, they are pro- 
jected to comprise 61.2 percent.) As wives increasingly »outlive their 
husbands,* the incidence and duration of, widowhood will inexorably ^se . 
, t (Nationally, "j.n 1975 fc , "53 percent of women 65 and. over were widows.) 

The prosM^t of more widows, .each £abiqg a-longer expfict'ed^ inters 
val without a*ate, -foreshadows - probable chang^ in living arrangements 
at these ages.' And, because increasing numbers of the elderly will be 
f" covered by retirement pension plans, suth- changes will b<| ^conom- 

- ically feasible for laffger numbers. At a national level', t hi s^ combin- 
ation of economic and demographic fa&tor§ has a1lr€&dy brought substan- 
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tial changes in the livrng arrangements of surviving .family members at 

'later ages. In 1975, 62 percent of widows 65 and over lived alone, 

compared with 48 percentMn 1968. New Ydrk City, 3s veil, manifests 

« • ; " 1 ' - * 

thes^ ch'anges: according' to the City's Department for* the Aging; the* 

number -of. elderly live-alpnes rose 26* percent between 19-70 and 1973*, 

These structural^ changes OT^ng elderly .households raise a broader 

question of where the elderly 'are li4cely to be. One such concentration 

of elderly, persons is- indent ral cities ; ^another is in older- suburbs , 

wheize.they settled as newlyweds in, say,, the li3Q§. More recently, 

there ^*^een i developing trend among retirees to settle in areas . . 

aVay 'f^m^e t?^o lit an*; centers. .Figures. 8 and 9, shbtfing the changing 

distribution -of* social security bene£rci^|ies 65 and older betwe^h^ 1969 

and 1975, fii^nis^'in^icators \f whefe New York State's elderly popul^- 

t4on is fiow-dispro'port/ionately/ concentrated or becoming so 'concentrated, 

(These figures are based" on the concentration i^ndex data shown in "the 

^App^atfe-^able.) , • , v H s , 

FigureVlB shows counties with disproportionate concentrations of 

elderl-y' beneficiaries in 1975*. In some counties (e.g.^Essex an4' * 



In 197^ "a. "65-fyear-old white female c&uld expect' to*butliVe her 
male counterpart by years; -in I960** the expected difference, was 
only.r2' u 9 years. // - '. • * v j - 

Afe 'reported in 77ze Atew Jdrfe rimes, September 29, 1975.' 
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1975 Index of ^Elderly Conceriltatiom 
♦ * * llil^a High anc * rising 'since 196 

High but not rising since. 1962 




' # (•? Places Of 100 000 Or more inhibttdnf* - 
• r Places of* SO 000 to 100 QO&mhab.t ar^ * 
□ 1 CeniraJ ohjs of SM$A s w.th/ewer ^han.'MoOO inhabitants 
O Place v Of^'VJO&Oi^SO 000 inhabitants outside SMSA s 



»j Stanoafd Metropolitan , 
Statistical Ar^aj (SMSA-si 



- . ;42" 

.ERIC v • 
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a High elderly concentration -defmed as.. 1975 index values > 1 >20 (See Appetjdix Table) 
ig.'S— Cour|He» withrTdiipfoportldnate. concentrations of Socfial Security beneficiaries' 6?+ in 1975 
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Egjj;I3 Increase in Index of Elderly 
Concentration >0.08 a 
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(5) Pfaces ot 100 000 o' nwe ^*x>*m<> 
• Places of SO 000 to 100 000 ^habitants I « t . ^ 
O Central anes o* SMSA^w.m «e*e' than 60 000 ^ba^taTStv 
O Places of 25 000 to W> 0<5<i *rmab.janfs outsige. S*»5A * ' 



I Standard Metropolitan* ' T ^ 

Statistical A*eas <$tySA s> * ^ , j 



' a See Appendix 




Rg;9 — Cou'ntfe* wfth sharply rising concentrations of Social Security beneficiaries 65+ between 1969 and 



1975 
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Hamilton) the concentration^has been increasing since 1969; ip otherp 
(e.g^ Greene and Jefferson) it? has not. The population of G^eene^ 
County, » for example, contains better ttfan 50 penult more^benef iciaries 
per capita than t^e .state* as. a whole^Jbut that^pezrcentage has been 



v - 



'declining. ^ , " * . ^ " V 

Figure 9 furnishes a somewhat different perspective: it displays 
countigs with a, sharply rising conceit rat ion of beneficiaries. Nassau, 
Chenango, ^ssex, and Hamilton Counties (the latter two already con- ¥ 

4 twining disproportionate numbers of beneficiaries in 1969) ^registered 
sharp relative 'increases since 1969 (concentration index change _> 8), 

<^ 

The criterion for "sharply increasing" .is that the 1969-1975 ♦ 
change in the, index of elderly concentration, ACI, is _> 8: 



iCIt - 



co^rtv's share of VYS bene 



V^J. county's share of SYS popu 



licianes, 19? S ] Pe 
ulacion, 1975, J " [~ 



s share of SYS beneficiaries, 19691 , x 1QQ 
's share of NYS population, 1970 J 0 * 
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VI. EASING THE TRANSITION TO STABILITY 

• jr . f 

Demographic analysis has numerous specific applications at the 
state level. Forecasts, especially, f igure^ in planning decisions about 
electric power generating facilities, transportation and land use, and 

economic" development , More generally, demographic analysis' reVeals 

• • • 

transformations in the population's age structure 4 and its distribution 
among particular metropolitan and nortmetropalitan areas, and^demof raphic * 
forecasts then attempt^to anticipate the pattern of things to come. In 
both cases they draw attention to emerging and approaching^ issues asso- 
ciated w^th population- change and set the stage for public debate on 

4 

timely 'act ions for dealing with- those issues-. This paper, it is hoped, 
accomplished that purpose. * 5 
Forecasters are pleased when their predictions eventually prove 
fco be accurate,' but close accuracy is less important than the organiza- 
tional response a forecast . sets in motion. By way of structuring the 
ensuing discussion on this point, let me suggest at least three ap- 
proaches that state policies formulated to ease 'the transition to stab- 
ility might take: r C % 

(1) Crisis ^anaaemek't, -i.e^, deal with problems as they come up, 
without benefit of a longer-term strategy. This approach 
derrves from the resigned conviction that no single state's 
policy can have much effect'on massive and autonomous mic ^ 



tory "shifts in a nation where people are free to move ab* 
as they please. 

(2) Active trend modification, i.e., project trends into the 

future in an effort to" foresee, problems and* needs and devise' 
Social mechanisms to guide these trends in wa^s that advance 
broad purposes. 4in example would be the attempt fry §gme 
states to preserve open Space/Through new land-use regula- 
tions. This approach recognizes that processes of v social 
> change often carry with thenf considerable momentum; rather. 

4 : - 

ttyan put up futile resistance, realistic policies will accept ; 
* ' . and attempt to e^loit the processes to advance general pur- 
poses that axe agreed upon, • «• 



* (3) Goal orientation > i.e., designate explicit future goals and 

devise plans t<^ achieve th£m. New York State's "new cities' 1 , 

program 'is an example. Goal orientation is premised on an 

abilicy to achieve closure of means and ends (e .g . , through 

a. mechanism suph .as the State Urban Development Corporation) 

in-order to create a desri^sd future. 

Each of these approaches does not so much define policy as express 

t 

a way of viewing change and an organizational .response to the problems 
engendered by it. State policy could be limited to reaching; or it 
could strive to advance broad purposes; or set it's sights on the spe- 
cific goals of some "master plan." Which policy stance should.be chosen 
depends on one's philosophy as to the proper role of the public sector; 
on what one thinks state policy has in its power to do; on the extent 
to which processes of ^hange untfer way can be exploited toward delib- 
erate ends, rather than ignored or thwarted; and oh the clarity with 
which underlying purpeses^themselves are perceived. < . - 

Population stasis and economic stagnation are not synonymous and, 
in an era of slow' population growth, need' not be correlated. Pitts- 
burgh, Lo^ Angeles , 'Savannah, and Binghamton demonstrate that 4 s com- 
fortable equilibrium is attainable. What t has been disti^tTtrfg about 
stasis is that policies evolved during earlier periods of growth prove w 
awkward or .unworkable when growth is gone, and the^ purposes motivating 
them are outmoded or simply unclear. * 



, . 7 ; 




-38- 

r -,Appendix Table 



/ 



Concentration of New York State's Social Security BeneflciaVies- 65 
^ and Older, £y Cpunty: JL&69 and 1975* 



ERIC 



• f 

AC I 



County 


-> 

Concentration In<iex a 


€ 

County 


Cortaentration Index 


' V 




1 QIC 




1 QAQ 

■ 1707 


17 ID 


Albany 


1.029 


1.067 


Niagara 


0.920 


■ . 0.972 


Allegany 


. 1.056 


K033 


Oneida 


1.048 


1 . 068 ' 


Bronx 


1.054 


0.993 


Onondaga 


0.882 


0.915 


Broome 


1.079 


1.124 


f. 

Ontario 


l.d69 


1.000 


Cattaraugus 


1.170 


1.132 


Orange 


1.016 


0.973 


Cayuga 


1.098 


1.104 » 


Orleans 


1.032 

• 


1.004 


Chautauqua 


1.269 . 


1.273 


Oswego 
> 


0.953 


• 0.886 


Chemung 


1.103, 


1.115 


Otsego f 


1.266 


1.267 


Chenango 


1.019 


1.111 ' 


Putnam 


0.791 


0.742 


Clinton 


0.778 


0.697 


Queens 


l'.0.49 


1.072 


Columbia 


1.328 


1.355 


Rensselaer 


1.076 


1.064 


Cortland 


0.938 


0.933 


Richmond - 


0.827 


0.818 


Delaware 


1.159 


1.162 


Rockland 


0.597 


0.665 


Dutchess 


0.904 


0.912 


§t. ^awrence 


' 0.934 


0.917 


Erie 


0.933 


0.970 ■ 


Saratoga 


0.745 


0.744 


Epsex 


1.138 * 


1.249 


Schenectady 


1.256 


1.254 


1 /Franklin 


1.150 


1.131 


Schoharie 


'1.253 


1 . 141 


'Fulton 


/1.317 


1.260 


„ Schuyler 


0.959 


.0.927 


Genesee, 


.1.028 


0.990 


Seneca 


0.978 


^.943 


Greene 


1.57-4 


1.528 


Steuben * 


1.035 


1.019 


Hamilton 


1.432 


1.516 


Suffolk 


0.^683 


0.718 


Herkimer 


It. 189 ' 


1.132 


Sullivan 


1.308 


" T.337 


Jefferson 


1.268 


1.222 


Tiaga 


0- .777 


0*79,5 


Kings ' 


1/084 


1.052 


.Tompkins 


0. 722 


6. 727 


Lewis^, 


1.003 


0.931 


Ulster 


" 1.156 


1.107 


Livingstdffi 


0.847^ 


0.832 


Warren 


1.300 


J. 262 


Madison , 


0.879 


0.855 


Washington 


0.976 


. 1.020 


Monroe 


— 0.940 


*0.951 


Wayne 


, d.963 


0.916 


Montgomery 


1.482 


;1.460 


Westchester 


0.994 


1.035 


Nassau 


0.749 


0.834 ' * 


Wyoming 


1.021 


1.015 


New York 


1.292 


1.230 


Yates 


l.*371 


% 1.344 



a Index of elderly concentration defined as: 

"county's share of all NYS behef iciaries 65+ in- 1969 [or 1975] 



ci 



, county'.s share of NYS population iri 1970 [or 1975] 
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